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3.2. Amerltechsball offer Dedicated Transport mall then ,umntly avail~blc teehnololici
including OSI and DS3 transport systc~, SONET Bl-dircetlonal Line Switched
Rings. SONET Umcllrccbonal ~Ith Switched Rinas. and SONET point-to-polal
tN:lSpott 1)'ItaIU (lnoluclinc linear Ic!ci~p systctm). at au aYai1..blc craaambaloA
bit ratu. exceptsubro: services.

3.3. For OS1&elUdes. Ded1~"ed Transport ahall. lot I mlni~\W. mitt tho performance,
availability.Jlttert and delay requlrcment.1 spceificd for Customer Interface to Central
Office ncr CO CO" connections in the applicable tec~.zUcal references set forth under
Dedicated L'1d Shatcd Tr&:uportin the Technical Rof.ruee Schedule.
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Wken requosted by ATAT, Otclieattcl T:ansport .luJl provide phyaical diverstty,.. :'~;

PhysicaJ c1iversity means that two circuits arc p~vbioliCd in such. way ~.t no . -~: ~~
sIngle failure offacilities or equipmeAt will couse a failure aD. both. c1rcuia. , d..t-:.I

When physical diver3ity is requmcd b)' ~r"T, Aml:rltech shall provide me
nwdmwn !taslble pnyslcal separation bctYlUn mtt&-offio' and inter-office
traasnds$ion paths (unless athetwisc agreed by AT&T).

~ ,......... ..
•

For DSJ facUlties, and higher rate ftciliticjs. Dedicatee! Transport shall, It a . :~..
minimum. meet the perf'onnance. avaU,blUty.Jitter, and dete1 NquUemenll spcc:ifW :..
for CU3tomer Interface to central Office "C1 to CO" connections In the appl1c:abb:
technical re~retces set forth under Dedicated and Shatcd Transport In the TecbDlca1
h!ctenco Schc4111e.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.
t

I
3.7. Any rcqu=t b)" AT&1 for diversity shaU be cubjeet to additional charlas.

J.8. Ameritech shall qffer the following in~erfi.ce transmission rates Cor Dedicated
Ttantpott:

3.1.1. OS l (Er.tended SuperFrame. ESP and 04);

3.1.2. OS3 (C.bit Parit)' and M13 shall be provIded); ...

:.

3.9.

3.&.3. SONET standard intm'acc rates in aCcorc!ance with the applicable ANSI '.~
.. technical references let forth under DedIcated Ind ShilledTra~ In. the , •{::

Te=htlica1llefetence SchccluJl. . I ~ I.

I . I i. ' :.:/.

'. ".'
AmerUech Jhall permIt, tel me extent technically fcuibl. and at appllca"le nUs. . -.
AT&T to obtain the tunetloaalit)' proYide'c! by DeS separate from dedicated. I I {I
transport. . .. ."t:
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1401 HStreet, N.W. 0
Suite 1020 l..£/
Washington, D.C. 20005
Office 2021326-3815

James I. Smitb
Director
Federal Relations

February 13, 1997

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Ex Parte Statement
CC Docket 96-98

Dear Mr. Caton:

On February 13, 1997, Mr. John Lenahan, Ms. Lynn Starr and I met with Mr.
Daniel Gonzalez, Legal Assistant to Commissioner Chong, to discuss Ameritech's
position on shared transport as set forth iI\ comments filed in this proceeding.

cc: D. Gonzalez





1401 HStreet. N.W.
Suite 1020
Washington, D.C. 20005
Office 2021326-3815

...fillies K. Smith
Director
Federal Relations

February 25, 1997

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Re:

Dear Mr. Caton:

On February 25, 1997, a joint meeting was held between AmeritechJ AT&T and
members of the Commission staff. Representing Ameritech were John Lenahan,
Lynn Starr, Dan Kocher, Jim Smith, and Gary Phillips. Representing AT&T were
Bruce Cox, Bruce Bennett, Leonard Cali, Wayne Fonteix and Robert Falcone.
Members of the Commission present at the meeting were Richard Metzger,
Richard Welch, Jim Schlichting, Suzanne Tetreault, Sherille Ismail, Donald
Stockdale, Ed Krachme, Paul Gallant, Vaikunth Gupta, David Ellen, Doug
Slotten, Kalpak Gude, Lisa Gelb, and Pat DeGraba.

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss Ameritech's position as set forth in
the above referenced docket. The attached material was used as part of our
discussion.

Attachment
cc: Richard Metzger, FCC

Bruce Cox, AT&T



Ameritech will share capacity on a route specific basis with CLECs
requiring less than an entire DS-l to handle their traffic between 2
switches. IT a CLEC requires transport at greater than this capacity, it
must purchase a dedicated DS-l. For example, if a CLEC requires 36
circuits, it could purchase from Ameritech a dedicated DS-l for 24 circuits
and could share with Ameritech the capacity needed for the additional 12
circuits.

fRlClliQ

IF TRAFFIC IS BEING TRANSPORTED BE1WEEN AN AMERITECH
SWITCH AND A CLEC SWITCH:

Both shared capacity and dedicated facilities will be priced at a monthly
pro-rated flat rate. Ameritech can not technically offer minute of use
(MOU) pricing because minutes are measured at the originating switch.
Unless both switches are Ameritech switChes, Ameritech has no way to
measure the minutes of use. Unbundled switching must be purchased
separately on the Ameritech switch side.

..

IF TRAFFIC IS BEING TRANSPORTED BE1WEEN 2 AMERITECH
SWITCHES:

Shared capacity can be priced on a MOU basis or monthly pro-rated flat
rate because Ameritech has the capability to measure the traffic at the
originating switch. Unbundled switching much be purchased separately.
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,,444 Mlchigal! Avenue
Room 1750.
Detroit. MI -'1226
otfic:e: 313-223-1033
F&c 313"';&ol~

-(fIlg A. Md...DlI

Coun$Ol

February 24, 1997

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretazy
Micbican Public Service Commjslion
P.O. Box 30221
Lanain g, MI 48909

RB: MPSC Case Nos. U·11151 and U·l115Z.

Dear Ma. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case ia an oriPnal and fife
teen copies of Ameritech. Michigan's Response to Stafrs Recommendations.,

Very truly yours,

,~·(J.Il__

Enclosure

cc: All Parties ofRecord

CAA:,jkt



STATE OF MIClfiGAN .

BEFORE THE MICIDGAN PtJBUC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter ofthe petition ofAT&T )
CommUDicatio1l8 o£ Micbigan, Inc., for )
arbitration to establish an interconnection )
agreement 'With Ameritech Michigan. )

)

In the matter of the petition of Ameritech )
Michigan for arbitration to establish an )
interconnection agreement with AT&T )
Communications ofMichigan, Inc. )

)

Case No. U-11151

Case No. U·11152

AMERITECB MICHIGAN'S RESPQN~TO STAttS R~CQMME~DATIQN

Ameritech Michigan1 submits the followin~ response to Staff's

February 20, 1997 recommendation on the two outstanding interconnection

agreement issues.

Initially, Ameritech Michigan concurs with Sta:.trs recommendation (p.

9) that the Commission should require that the parties submit for the Commission's

approval a sicned a~eementincorporating the Commission's resolution of the two

open issues, as well as the decisions in the Commission's original November 26,

1996 arbitration decision.- However, Ameriteeh Michigan ill concerned that the

1 Michigan ,B.U Telephono Company, 8 Miclrigaft ,enrporatian, ia II wholly owned IUbaidiaty or
Amoritech Corporation, whicll owns the former non uperatiftlr.nmpaniolS in the stateR or Michigan,
Lllinai$, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. Mich."n ncn olton telfteommunicaUonll .erviep.R and
coorawl undot LhA nJimy • Amoritac:h- and -ArneritflCft NiMip.,- (ulicd int.nr~.h..ngonbly herein),
punuanc. to 1tl5!A1med ftQllle fiUnp with thCltate nfMiehilan.
ZAmoritec:h Michic&c would a1IO roquelt that 81..11 idontify an)' other iNUM iI. believe. need Ln be
addrcslcdhy c.bC'l pu,nies in lilu,lizing the &ot.cn:ulluvca.iuta aq:nement. nu h.Ler ..tn.n "'ho tlsuanee oC
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..lack of a speciD.c time frame in which to submit the signed agreement could further

.delay the -process of obtainingJinal approval of the .agreement and forestall

.Ameritech Michigants ability to compete in the provision of long distance service.

For this reazson, Ameritech Michigan strongly urges the Commission. as it has in

every other arbiuation order, to require the parties to submit an ~eemeJlt ill

conformity with the Commission's-dAciJdon within no more than 10 days of the

Commissionts order. Given the limited scope of the remaininJr matters at issue (as

compared to the broad scope of issue8<which have been addressed in other

arbitration decisions), this 10 day time frame cannot legitimately be argued to

present a hardship to AT&T or any other party.

ISSlJE I

UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING,

1. Discussion

Ameritech Michigan accepts Staff's recommendation that the rates

established on an interim basis as a result of the Commission's December 12. 1996

orders in Case Nos. U·11155 and U·11156 for ports, as specified in Advice No.

2438B. be incorporated as the price in the AT&T interconnection arreement for

unbundled local Switching. Ameritech Michigan also COncurs that any reference to

a 'Yicbigan port" in the a~ementshould be deleted.

tho CommiJtion'l order, an t.hat such i8luel can be addreMnd by !.he partiu in !.he tiia,,'1\Qd
IIp'COalaat.

2
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For purposes of clarification, Ameritech Michigan notes that it does

not believe that the interim rates for unbundled local switching recommended by

Staff' cover the cost of providing that service. However. Ameritech Michigan is

wi.llmc to accept Std. ncommendaLiun on an interim basis, .recognizin&, that the

i.q.c;up,s of the appropriate costs and prices for this service aD a going-forward basis

.will be established as a result of the Commission's decision in Case No.tj.11280.

Ameritech Michipn would also note, for purposes of clarification, that the

development of the costs and the resultant rates for the services described in Advice

No. 2438B did not originally include the central of!ice features which are part of the

unbundled local switching service defined in the AT&T arbitration agreement; the

so-called "Michigan par( was never even at issue in the arbitration. It will be

necessary to address this issue in Case No. U-11280. In Case No. U-11280,

'.
AJneril.~c.:h Michigan has presented cost analyses of ports, both with features and

without feature.. To the extent that the Michigan port. as auggested by Staft', is the

same as unbundled local switching and inr.ludp_~ fp.$Itul'El!~. any rate which will result

from the proceedings in Case No_ U-11280 will have to take into account the costs of

features.

The attached format of the "switching" section of the pricing schedule

includes the rates established in Advice No. 2438B for both "basic line ports" and

-ground start line port.- Note that the dOQlJnent attached to Staffs

recommendation had struck out the reference to "ground start line port, per port,"

even thDu~h this element was included in Advice No. 2438B. Consistent with

a
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Staffs recommendation, this element should be included in the AT&T pricing

'schedule.

In addition. the marked-up document attached to Staff's

rec:ammenclatioll aaatched. "~u.t. a ~cIlLLmbt!r u£ items where 'Prices were not

established. a1~ough the desc:ziption of the service was included (i.e.• where rates

are shown as -rBD.- or to be determined). Althourh AT&T may not have requested

the Commission to establish arbitrated rates for these switching elements. the

services were defined in connection with the agreement between the parties. Each

version of the pricing schedule attached to the agreement submitted to the

arbitration panel included theae a~eed.upon classifications of services. To attempt

to strike the services out now would rewrite the agreement of the parties. The

Commission's decision. and the preceding arbitration panel decision, approved the

agreement of the parties on issues which were not in dispute. The clasSification of

these services between the parties were not in dispute and should not be stricken

from the agreement at this time. At some la~.r date. prir.p_~ may hp. pstablished in

some other context,s or if AT&T requests the particular elements, rates may be

established to replace the TBDs.

2. Specific Recommendation

Consistent with Staffa recommendation. and to avoid any further

confusion, Ameritech Michigan recommends that the Commission specifieally direct

the parties that the ·Switchinlf section of the priciur schedule attached to the

II For example, prices for all the.. elements have been ptopOfied in CaRe Nn. U·11280 lind lira
CUROI",!)' tha c~bjoctor Q IAOtinn 1.0 eot i"terim rat.c-.a.

4



January 29, 1997 signed version of the contract be amended only in the following

respects. The item noted on page 5 of the pricing schedule as "Line Side Port

Without Vertical Features ... 54 Cents" should be deleted, the rates established in

Advice No. 2438B should be inserted for "'Basic Line Port. Per Port" and "Ground

Start Line Port, Per Port" on page 5, and that AT&Ts addition on page 7 of the

lanruage under the heading "Michigan Pnrt.,." he dpleted.

ISSUEU

PRICING OF SHARED TRANSMISSION FACILITIES

1. Discussion

Staffs second recommendation addresses the price for Shared

Interoffice Transmission Facilities. The interconnection agreement debes Shared

'.
Transport Transmission }t'acilities as "a billing arrangement where two (2) or more

carriers ahare the features, functions and capabilities of transmission facilities

between the same types of locations as described for dedicated transport in Sections

1.1 and 1.2 preceding and share the costs." See Schedule 9.2.4-1.3. The locations

described in Section 1.1 are two Ameritech Michigan central offices. which could be

either end·offices or tandems. connected by transport facilities. Section 1.2

describes transport facilities between an Ameritech Micbi~an central office (either

an end.-office or a tandem), and AT&T's wire center.

Ameritech Michigan believes that StaB's recommendation on this issue

is inconsistent with the plain languare of the federal Act mandating Iceal transport

5
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.'
-Unbundled from switching and.with the requirements of the FCC's 'Rules and

Order. Stairs recommendation on the pricing of shared transmission facilities is

.based on two assumptions. First, Staff states that: "Amp.ritech Michigan does not

."believe that it is obligated under the FCC Rules to permit the traffic of other

providers to be carried on the same Iacility as the tra:Bic of Ameritech Michigan."

Staff Recommendation at p. 7. Second, Staff says that Ameritech Michiran's

proposal is inconsistent with rules the FCC adopted in its First Report and Ordet

issued on August 8, 1996 in CC Docket 96-98 because it would not permit the

"usage-sensitive or a flat-rate charp .... options that the MPSC is entitled to adopt.

Staff Recommendation at, p. 8. Neither usumption accurately reflects Ameriteeh

Micbiran's poction. Therefore. Ameritech Michigan requests that Staff's

recommendation be modified to reflect that AT&T has the option of a flat-rate

charge or a usage sensitive chuge. as described below.

Ameritech Michigan will share interoffice transmission facilities with

otheT l'equesting camet's, including AT&T. where capacity is available. ; Ameritech

Michigan will offer two pricin~ options to the requesting carrier that shares these

facilities. The first option is a flat rate circuit capacity charge that is based on the

pro-rated capacity of the facility. Requesting carriers can order one circuit (DS-O)

or multiple circuits, however, if twenty-four circuits are ordered, a dedicated DS-1

facility should be provided. Stairs recommendation should be modified to require

that footnote 10 in Item V. E.• Pric:inr Schedule 9, :be chanced to cl.arify that at

AT&T. aption. it can share up to 24 DS-Os with Ameritech Michican on a pro-rata

baaia bued CD the ratea in Ameritech Micbican'a FCC Tariif No.2, Section '1.5.9.

6



This -pro rata flat ~rate charge applies to shared transport £acilitiesbetween

Ameritech Michigan's central offices rSection 1.1» locations) and to shared

-transport facilities between an Ameritech Michigan central office and AT&T's wire

center rSection lZ.locations).

A second per minute of use pricing option is available to AT&T for

shared transport facilities between two Ameritech Michigan central office switches

where AT&T obtains unbundled switehin: network elements (i.e., trunk ports).

The per minute price for this usage-based option should be the two· interoffice

facilities rate elements in Ameritech Mi.chiran's FCC Tari1f 2, Section 6.9.1, i.e.,

'-randem-Switehed Termination Per .Access Minute" (see Ameritech :Michigan's FCC

Tariff No.2, 37th Revised Pqe 207) and ~andem·SwitchedFacility Per Access

Minute Per Mile" (see Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tariff No.2, 37th Revised Page

207). Staff's recommendation should requir~ that the usage sensitive option in Item

v. E. be revised to permit AT&T to order up to 24 DSOs per trunk port on a per

minute of usc basis. The per minute charge should be the to.ri1f charges for

"tandem-switched termination" and "tandem-switched facility" referenced above.

Ameritech Michigan's proposal to share up to 24 DSOs per trunk port

is based on basic network desicn and architecture. The smallest trunk port on a

digital switch can accommodate up to 24 DSO., which equals a DS-! signal level.

Sharing, therefore, should be limited to a demand capacity ofless than 24 DSOs for

each trunk port; quantities of 24 DSOs or more for a civC!J1 route would justify a

dedicated fac:llity. For example. ifAT&T projects a demand of S6 DSOs ona given

7



trunk route, Ameritech Michigan's proposal would require AT&T to purchase aDS­

1 (i.e.• 24 DSOs) on a dedicated basis. and Ameritech Michigan and AT&T would

share 12 DSOs. each on another trunk port. If AT&T's actual demand for a given

trunk port equals 24 DSOs. by network design, there is no "sharingr" opportunity. If

AT&T's demand is leas than 24 DSOs on a pven truDk port, sharing is possible.

Switching related rate elements must be excluded from the price for

shared interoffice transmission facilities because, as the MPSC and the FCC both

have recognized. TA96 specifically requires that these facilities must be unbundled

from switcl'li.Dr or other services. Therefore, Stafi's recommendation should be

clarified to exclude any switching related rate elements from the price for shared

transmission facilities. These rate elements to be excluded are those in Ameritech

Michigan's FCC TarUf 2. Section 6.9. which relate to switching, i.e. "Tandem

Switching Per Access· Minute" (see Ameritech Michigan FCC No.2, 7th Revised

Pa~e 207.1). '"Residual Charge Per Access Minute- (see Ameritech Michigan FCC

No.2, 4th Revised Page 207.2), and "Bundled Local Switcbin~ ($ee Ameritech

Michigan FCC Nn. 2. 48th Revised "Pare 214).

In the rules it adopted in its First Report and Qrd,ftl in Docket 96-98,

the FCC established "interoffice transmi ssion facilities" as an unbundled network

element. 47 C.P.R. Section 51.319(&1). The FCC did so, in part, to meet the

checklist requirements of·Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v).4 This checklist item requires

"[l]ocal transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchanee carrier switch

UJlbuncU.cl from BwltchillS or other services!' (emphasis adeled) The MPSC

8
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~ecently agreed.that the -mteroflice transmissionfaPllties· network element

J)rescribed in the FCC's First RePort and Ordn is the checklist item listed in

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v).5

Because Section 271(c){2)(B)(v) requires :that interoffice transmission

facilities must be unbundled from switchinr and other acrviccs, the FCC defined

Inwoffice transmission facilities are defined as
incumbent LEe transmisaiou facilities dedicated to a
particular customer or carrier, or shared by more than
one customer or carrier, Jibat Uxgyid&.,WccpmmunicatiODS

boweeg De c;eptm owned by incumbent LEOs or
requestiDc telecommunications carrien, or between
switches owned by incumbent LEes or requesting
telecomm uDi.cations carrier••'

To ensure that the required separation of interoffice transmission facilities and

switching was complete, the FCC defined ibteroffice transmission facilities as one

unbuncUed. network element,' and defined switching - including local and tandem

switching -as separate unbuncUed network elements.' Ccmsist8nt with the FCC's

determinations. the Interconnection Agreement treats tandem switchine- separate

from interoffice transmission. See Schedule 9.2.3., Section 2.0 "Tandem Switchin(i

4!"int Report and ()rdor, ~t. accompan)'inc tn. 988.
I .In the MAAtCr of rbe &mJicatiqQ. of AmeJiteeb Michie'" brI».nt to Section 271 of the
TCI(lCO"'m~~~.~~~ ~~iD Mjsbm. CCDocket
NQ. 97·1. ~~: ~ ~K~ ~\ =b: ~~.=, filed 'ebruary 6, 1997, at p. 21
("In ita Rulas issued on August 8, 1996, the FCC delineated level) unbuad1ed network elements that
mutt be provided in order to comply with Seet.inn 2fi1(r.)(3) at tna k .... (cit.ing In 47 e.F.R. 51.:119].
Fivo of thetSe itemaar. apecitu:a11y delineated .1 chflcltlist itema: local loop (item iv). lwiu:hing
capability (itemvi). intem«isc tran.Meioo (,ciljti. Cit.om yl, *ipalinr ftftlworb lind eAU.rnllltnd
data..... {item X>, and ~eratot'lIlCtvi.coe and cIireccory AII.nlStanc:O (i.... vii).· (cmphillSUt ildded).
8 >tT C.Jt.R. SectioD51.319(d)(1). (flmphaRi, added).
TId.

9
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see also Pricing Schedule Item V.C. ·SwitclUnr' at p. 8 -Unbun~d Tandem

Switching, Usage Without Tandem Trunking.»

Ameriteeh Michipn's proposal to share its interoffice facilities gives

full meaning to the sharing requirements included in the FCC's definition of

"shared" mterof6ce transmission facilities but - wUikc AT&T's "common" transport

proposal. - which by its ownadmi,urinn r.nmbinp..q trRnBpnrt And switching -

Ameritech Michigan'S proposal does no violence to the plain and simple language of

checklist Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) which imposes the requireznent of "[llocal

transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch

unDundled from switching or other services." (emphasis added).

2. Specific Recommendation

To provide pricing for shared ~ansport consistent with the federal Act

and the FCC Rules and Order. Ameritech Michigan recommencis the following three

spedJic revisions to StaB's recommendations:

(i) Staff's recommendation should be modified to require that footnote

10 in Item V.E., Pricing Schedule 9, be changed to clarify that at AT&Ts option, it

can share up to 24 DSOs with Ameritech Michican on a pro rata basis based on the

rates in Ameritech Michigan's FCC TarUfNo. 2, Section 7.5.9.

(ii) Std's recommendation should be revised to require that the usage

sensitive option in Item V.E. be revised to permit AT&T to order up to 24 DSOs per

tnmk port on a per minute of use basis. The per minute charge should be the tariff

charp for -l'andem-Switcbed Termination Per Access Minute- (see Ameritech

It 41 C.F.R. Section 51.319(c)(1) and (2). See also FiTSl. Report and Order at In. 987.

10
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Michigan's FCCTarifI No.2. 37&& Revised Page '207) and *Tandem-Switched

I

Facility Per Access Minute Per Mile" (see Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tiuiff No.2,

87Lh .Revised Pa~e 207).

(iii) Staff's recommendation should be c181i1ied to exclude from the

price for sho.rcd tl-an",,;ssion facilities any switebinc: ~o1atod ~ate elements. These

rate elements to be excluded are those in Ameriteeh Micbiran's FCC Tariff 2.

Section 6.9. which relate to switching, i.e., "Tandem SwitehinC Per Access Minute"

(see Ameritech Michigan FCC No.2, 7t1l Revised Page 207.1), ~esidual Charee Per

Access MinuteD (see Ameritech Michigan FCC No.2, 4&11 Revised Pare 207.2), and

"Bundled Local Switehinr" (see Amentech Michipn FCC No.2, 48da Revised Page

214).

CONCLusION

Ameritech Michipn requests that the CommiNion adopt its foregoing

recommendations to resolve the two open issues. Ameritech Michigan also

reiterates its request that the Commission require that a signed agreement

11
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-:incorporating the Commission', decision be jointly submitted for approval within 10 .

days.

Respectfully submitted.

AMERITECB MICHIGAN

MICL A. HOLMES re24071)
CRAIG~ANDERSON (P.28968)
444 Michigm Avenue. Room 1750
Detroit, Michigan 48226
(3IS) 223·8033

Dated: February 24, 1997

,
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.~ ,"
1401 HStreet. N.W.
Suite 1020
Washington. D.C. 20005
Office 2021326-3815

.;;James K. Smith
Director
Federal Relations

March 11, 1997

RECEi\'ED

MAR 11 1997,
Mr. William F. Caton
Acting c.--etary f£DtitAl ~~...1t:t!!l":'."J"'''l'1'''''';<i:~ ..n".··~,I'"·'

~l' '.' ....... r.·d.~ •.·~ """""I'~V'.

Federal Communications Commission Oif'oC!o.c~"EiMr
1919 M Street, NW
Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Ex Parte Statement
CCDocket 96-98

Dear Mr. Caton:

This is submitted in response to AT&Ts March 5,1997 ex parte correspondence
filed in this proceeding (letter from Bruce K. Cox to William F. Caton).
Ameritech disagrees with various assumptions contained in AT&T's
correspondence and has recast AT&Ts numbers as set forth below:

AT&T assumed originating local usage of 400 minutes per month per line.

ARMIS reports filed with the FCC by Ameritech demonstrate that the average
usage is 620 minutes per month per line.

AT&T assumes a line to trunk ratio of 8:1.

A typical central office of 15,000 lines would typicalIy have 1250 trunks. This
equates to a 12:1 line to trunk ratio.

AT&T assumed a per trunk usage of 3200 minutes per trunk based on a 8:1 line
to trunk ratio (8 lines x 400 minutes per month).

An assumed usage of at least 7400 minutes per trunk (12 lines per trunk x 600
minutes per line) should be used, more than twice the amount assumed by
AT&T. For access, the FCC has in the past required a 9000 minute of use
assumption.



Mr. William F. Caton
March 11, 1997
Page Two

AT&T assumed a monthly price of $383.63 per OSl.

The 051 price for a five mile fadlity between two unbundled local switching
ports is $Sl.1L AT&T erroneously included two .entrance facility rate elements
when no entrance facilities are utilized, given AT&T's assumption that it will
serve customers in every Ameritech end office using UNE-P.

AT&T uses Hatfield Study for cost comparisons.

The Hatfield studies have been shown to consistently understate the service
costs incurred by ILECs. Ameritech'. estimates are based on prices contained
in the State Commission approved AT&T contract in Illinois.

AT&T announced it will need 100 line class codes per switch.

Ameritech has assumed resellers would use on average 26 line class codes per
switch.

Ameritech's unbundling proposal utilizing shared transport facilities combined
with unbundled local switching provides cost effective trunking alternatives:

I

View 1

View 2

View 3

Viewl-

View2­
View3-

AT&Ts Ameritech FCC Proxy
Assumptions om Usa~

$.01032 $.00904 $.00893

$.00901 $.00733 $.00721

$.010366 $.010366 $.010366

Combination of Dedicated Transport with overflow into wholesale
services.
Entire Dedicated Network
Unbundled Local Switching with Wholesale Services

f~L
cc: B. Cox, AT&T

D. Stockdale, FCC
LGetb,FCC K.Cude,FCC
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March 28, 1997

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Rei Ex Parte CorrespQndence-CC Docket No. 96-98

Dear Mr. Caton:

At the request of staff, attached is Ameritech's response to AT&T's Ex
Parte Correspondence dated March 20, 1997. Ameritech's analysis of
AT&T's recalculations indicates that AT&T continues to present to the
Commission a distorted view of the economic viability of "shared
transport" predicated on the use of discrete interoffice transmission
facilities. It seeks by inference to suggest that shared transport can
only have viable economic meaning if it is viewed as synonymous
with "common transport"-- a service whereby a call is delivered to
the ILEC network and routed as any other call over the ILEC
network. This undifferentiated use of the ILEC network is the
essence of what constitutes a service, as opposed to a network
element. Any back door attempt to undermine the difference
between a service and a network element would contravene ~xpress

statutory language as correctly construed by the Commission in this
Docket. Stt~, First Report and Order, FCC 96-325 at paras. 334,
343, and 358.

In responding to AT&T, Ameritech once agarn demonstrates that
shared transport utilizing discrete interoffice transmission facilities
as unbundled network elements has true economic meaning as an
option for local exchange competition. AT&T's Ex Parte would
suggest that costs using shared transport under Views # 1 and '2 are
generally higher than obtaining service at wholesale rates. The


